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Irl 1975 the locally financed Cross Valley Canal was completed, bringing water/rein the
California Aqueduct through a series of six pump lifts to the east side of~� southern San
/oaquin Valley near Bakersfield. Such water delivered pursuant to contracts with the United
Staten out of northern California eVP facilities is delivered to the contracting cntiti~ within
Friant ser’dce area through a complex series of ¢xch~uge ~d transport agreements.

The Friant Division was established incorporating r.he concept of conjunctive use of the
groundwater reservoir that underlies a major part of its service area. This groundwater reservoir
is estimated to hold 20 million-acre feet of’water.

The Friant Division employs a ~o "clas~" ~y~trm of ~,~t~r ~upply. CI~ 1 w~ is~e firm
supply amounting to the frrst 800,000 acre-feet of Friant Division yield. Iz is generally delivered
to areas within the F~ant Division which do not haw access ~o usabl~ groundwater supplies.
Class 2 water develops only after the Class 1 demands have been fully met. Cla~ :2 water
typically under contract ~o those districts that have access to good groundwater supplies and can
az:cept reoecumng deficiencies and alternately use their wells as their principal som~ of supply.
These areas also have good recharge capability bo~ natmally and by man-made facilities.

Implememation of the CALF~D Bay-Delta Program could have significant impacts oft the F~iant
Division of the Centra! Valley Project. Consequently, the Autl’tority has a keen intscest in the
adequacy of the Dear PEISiEIIL

GENERAL COblMENTS

The Authority fidly sup~rts the effo~ of CALFED to develop a long-term prograra to re.lye
the problems of the Bay-Delta. We support development of a preferr~ altomativ¢ by the end of
the 1998 attd further development of th~ institational and legaI assurances that m critic.a1 to the
success ofth~ program. We support a b~laaeed approach to resolving the probl~s in the Bay-
Delta. incorporatin~ marketplace principles for resource utilization, regulatory and noa-
regulatory incentives for ~tmd r~some managem~at, and invesmaeats in sou~e¢ ,,rater
pz’ot~tion, water t:ummvafiora, w~tte~’ ~ecyclhag, additional ~uffaee and groundwater stvrage and
improved conveyance facilities in the Delta to reduce conflicts among water uses within
system. We believe that witla tlais approach, a sustainable futur~ for all Californians can be
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have si~uificent irnpact~ upon agricultural econon~i~ and communities in the Centr~l Yall~o
The~ impacts must be mkigated,

Because of the broad natu~ of the CALFED Bay-Delta Program, the level of det, ail that is
included in the Draft PEIS/EIR is necessa~.ly broad. The scope of the actions precludes
CALFED from developing a PEISiEIR that analyzes specific raeasures in sufficient detail to
enable an evaluation of sl~,,’cific impacts and benefits. Therefore., it is important to note that
while the Draft PEIS/EIR addresses the general impacts of ~plementin8 the CALFED Bay-
Delta Ptogxarn, anccd ¢~sts to d~velop supplemental enviromuental hnpa¢~ analysis prior
hnplementation of any specific measures.

The final PEIS!EIR must contain sufficient detail to allow programmatic NEPA/CEQA approval,
to obtain comprehensive State and Federal Endangered Spedes Act permits and to obtain a
programmatic Clean Water Act Section ~04 permit for the CALFED Preferred Alternative,
including those features that will be subject to furare phasing or triggers. It is imperaiiv~ that the
revised l.,’raft PI~IS/I~IR con~ns sutficien~ detail to allow for this programmatic permitting.

The Drdt PEIS/EIR rdies upon various models ~o condu~ much of its comparative analysis.
Modeltng~ at its be~ can ouly provide a generalized prediction of what may or may not
Ttm results can only be intexpreted at the gross level and t’or comparative analysis amongst the
individual model runs. The modeling outputs arc only as good as the assumptions used and the
data entered. Inconsistencbs and errors c~n mask the true impacts of the conclusions drawn,

The A~rthority supports the consideration of=a new management entity to carry o~t ~ ec.osystem
pofdon of the program. The entity should be a non-r¢gulatory, highly coordinated, well-funded,
organization. TIlls ¢ntity’s scope will be different from the agencies now vcst~ wi~ the
regulatory authority to protect fish and wildlife resovxces. The regulatory authority should
remain with those existing agencies. It is vital that coordination of the action and management
elemen~ of~e ~osystem program be ¢enlralized so tha~ coordination and accountability can be
a~hbvcd. Creatbn era new ecosystem management entity should be vbwcd as a positive re-
invention of government necessary to meet the challenge of Bay-Delta restoration.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

In addition to the general comments above, the Authority has a number of specific comments by
�opi� f¢gm’dla~ th~ D~,~ PEIS/EIR.

Water

We appreciate the CALFED approach to agricultural water use efficiency that recognizes it as a
ten,men program tha~ provid¢~ 5.. a ¢Icar standard for o~ul~ral wa¢er management planning
and a balanc¢d process/’or recognition of adequate programs of’planning and implemeneafion."
"l~e current system for mcouraging water conservation should b¢ preserved and enhanced.
Fsarner~ and districts have mad¢ significam invcsanents in improving water conservation and
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technology. The concept of providing financial incentives for promoting conservation beyond
what is locally cost effective is good, however, the decision to participate in such a program must
be made at ~he local level and without coercion. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) water
con.wrvation prop,am must b~ reconciled with the water conservation pro~am ~md~ th~ AB
3616 MOU process to achieve the voluntary goals of water conservation. CALFED should
explicitly accept USBR approved water conservation plans, including Central Valley
Improvement Act (CVPIA) water c.onserv~ticm plans., a.¢ equivalent to a p[an endorsed by the
AB-3616 Agricultural Water Management Council. W¢ oppose any mandatory.- requirements for
agricultural water use efficiency. Disuicrs delivering water to over four million acres have
already signed the AB 3616 MOU or have complied with the USBR wazer conservation criteria.
We recommend that CALFED focus on providing sufficient suppor~ for additional w~ter
management programs. CALFED’s goal of achievkng g5 percent application efficiency
tlzroughout California agriculture is unachievable as a practical matter. Currently, on-farm
applied imsation etliciency (i.�÷, the perc¢ntag¢ of water applied which is actu~y used by
crops) within the Friant Division is extremely higlz, exceeding 77%. Technical exp¢~ agr~ that
an applied irrigation efficiency of 80% is essentially unachicvabl¢. Specific water application
efficiency tar$ct~ ~hould not be linked to access CALFED bcncSts. CALFED should modify its
documents to accurately reflect that California agriculture is highly efficient in its use of water0
e.~, the hi~est worldwide. Increased application efficiency, while desirable for many reasons,
does not typically increase water supp[{es for other beneficial uses. Increasing the efficiency of"
water application does not create "nevi’ water supplies. This dubious expectation should
clarified or false ¢x~ons will l~rl~matr. O~dy pr,~ti~ that ~du~;= in’rcvvgr’ab1~ los.ws
actually increase the total useable water supply. CALFED should refer m DWR Bulletin 160-98
and incorporate the eppropriat¢ sections thereof concerning th~ harm to land from being under
irrigated. Lone-term de~r~i~1~on of ~gricul~ur~ soi~s ",~’il! occ’~" due to s~dt accumula~.on caused
by lack of sufficient applications of wa~er to supply the n=:dcd leaching R~ctlo~ I~ should also
be no~ed that incrr,~sed water use efficiency can cause reduc~lons in recharge m ~be
basins and could in~¢rfere with ongoin~ conjun~ve u~e

The. Iabels and hea~lings on the ~ables in the Water f_[~e Effie~ency Appendix need to be revised.
These are very confusing and mislead the reader.

The ~deadline of Jantlary I, 1999 for adoptil~g arid implementing agricultural water management
pIans should be changed. Since the CALFED PEIS/EIR will be finished in 1999, a more
appmFriam de~dl~.e for adopting and implemen[illg the plans would be January I, 2001.

Rather than focus on agricultural acrease targets, CALFED ~ho~d focus on providing su~cien~
suppor~ for the implementation of water management progrexns. This rules out numerical ~argets
from becoming requir~ actions.
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The ERPP should clarify that all Chinook salmon stocks in California have been proposed for
listing xmdcr the Endmg~d Spccic~ Act (ESA). Th~r¢ is no endangered delineation of fall-run
stocks in the Central Valley.

We nsed assuran~s under the ESA ~d!or through the CALFED assurances program, that there
will be "no surprises" in terms of reductions of water supplies due to futur~ listings, etc.

Table 2-1 of the Draft PEIS/EIR indicates CVP and SWP Delta exports axe expected to increase
under the No-Action Alzemative. Howov~r, ~ u result vfrv~ulatory actions under ESA, the
CVPIA and other statutes, it is unclear how those exports can increase.

Th# potentio! tango of flow impacts to the Sacramento River resulting from the Trinity River
Flow Evaluation Study being accomplished under section 3406 (b)(23) of the CVPIA must be
discussed. Without considering the potential impacts of this program, CALVED could
overestimate inflows 1o the Delta and, as a result, underestimate the conflict betw, en
envi~nmental and consumptive water ne,ds.

Groundwa.~r_R~eharg_~ and, C_o~jnnctive Use

As stated previously, th, Friaat Division, relies heavily on its gromadwater r~ources. Vimudly
every di~rict in the Friant Division ha~ already adopted a groundwater management plan under
AE! 3030.
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To m~t C~al~f~nrn~’s fi3c~m wnter demand, new sources of water will need to be. ide.nii.fied and
developed. According ~o Bulletin 160-98, the greatest potential lies in urban reelamation and
new ~f~,tre sit, rage. We strongly support ’additional w~.~r ~t~rag¢~ c~pazity, both surface and
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groundwater, a~ part of CALFED’s common program rat~er than as a variable option. Iacreas¢d
storage capacity is needed to successfully operate the ERPP.

C0a_vcvan~.�.

W~ ~tmngly support improved. ~:onwymr~ thro~h th~ Delta to meet CALFED
Alternative 1 does not meet ~¢se obj~,ivcs and should b¢ dropped from f~er consideration.
Alternative 2 provides improved conveyance, although it provides minimal l~a�fits to fish and
¢xpor~ wator q~lity, Altematlva ~ is mos: protectiv¢ of’he fish and provides good export water
quality. Alternative 3 could negatively impact local water quality in the Delta if not properly
design¢ct,

CALFED should continue to evaluate and deveIop cost allocation strategies that sustain the
agricultural economy and recognize the public behest, derived fi’om improved water quality,
environmental protection, flood control, recreation, and tmly adequate water supplies. The cost
allocation should ~flect water agencies’ subgantial inveatments in conservation, water recycling
and other common programs. Agencies should receive financial credit for ¢.ategoq
inves~nts, comervation programs, CVPIA contributions and other activities that contribute to

require additional payments from agrioulturaI water users to replace supplies taken for
environmental uses through regulatory actions or dedicated in the interim to environmen~
protections by federal actions and the Bay-Delta Accord is unacceptable.

CONCLUSION

TOTRL P. l0
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